Introduction: This paper compares the narratives on the Famine in Irish and Ukrainian history textbooks and examines to what extent these narratives are coloured by a nationalist discourse. It discusses three theories linking nationalist historiography to socio-historical conditions, the maturity of states and a recent history of authoritarianism, respectively, and examines to what extent these theories can account for the pattern of narratives found in the two cases. It shows that the story of the Famine in Irish history textbooks has changed from a nationalist pamphlet to a more balanced narrative, and that this change was brought about by the social transformations in the 1960s. The paper further observes that the current Ukrainian textbooks display quite a variation in the selection and interpretation of events relating to the Famine. Whereas some show a considerable nationalist bias, others present more moderate views. The trajectory of Irish narratives lends support to a theory which relates politicized historiography to the age of a state and to the consolidation of democracy.
moderate and balanced accounts? If this is the case, can specific factors or circumstances be identified which have triggered this change? Is it likely that the new(ly) independent states follow the same path of development or is it improper to expect history to repeat itself because of changing historical circumstances?
These questions have informed the current study, which compares textbook narratives of Ireland -a young West European state -to those of Ukraine -a new independent postSoviet state. Specifically it examines representations of the Irish and Ukrainian Famines in the history textbooks of the two countries and explores to what extent these portrayals are coloured by a nationalist discourse. It will track developments in these depictions by analysing successive generations of textbooks that have been in use since state independence.
The fact that the two nations experienced the same kind of catastrophe when they were ruled by a foreign power (the United Kingdom in the Irish case, the Soviet Union in the Ukrainian case) is an interesting similarity. 6 Have nationalists in both cases exploited the famines by arguing that the disaster is proof of the ill-willed posture of the foreign power towards their respective nations? Have they, by implication, asserted that the tragedy would not have occurred if their nations had been free from foreign domination?
There are other conspicuous parallels between both the two nations. Historically, both the Irish and the Ukrainians were by and large peasant populations tilling lands held predominantly by a landlord class that differed from the peasantry in religion or ethnic descent. Their native languages (Gaelic and Ukrainian) were increasingly surpassed by the imperial languages English and Russian in the nineteenth century.
But there are also differences. Whereas Catholicism gradually came to be seen as synonymous with Irishness in nineteenth century Ireland, Ukrainians had to fall back on language as the sole marker distinguishing them from Russians. Religion could not be used as a marker of identity as the majority of Ukrainians professed the same belief as their "elder Slavic brethren" -Eastern Orthodoxy. 7 Second, at the time the famines occurred -1846 in
Ireland and 1933 in Ukraine -the political character of the ruling empires differed completely, with the British Empire exemplifying the classic laissez-faire state promoting market capitalism and free trade and the Soviet Union constituting the archetypical interventionist state exerting full control over economy and society.
The aims of this article are threefold: (1) to assess to what extent the portrayals of the famines in Irish and Ukrainian history textbooks are influenced by a nationalist discourse, (2) to examine changes in the strength of this discourse over time, and (3) to use the results of the analysis to explore the validity of several perspectives on the role of historical narratives in national identity construction. The article starts with a discussion of these perspectives. This is followed by a methodological section which discusses the identification of a nationalist bias and the selection of textbooks. Sections three and four are devoted to the analysis of Irish and Ukrainian textbooks, respectively. The concluding section matches the empirical findings with the aforementioned perspectives.
Perspectives on historiography and national identity construction
The advantage of comparing Ireland and Ukraine is that it allows us to explore the validity of a number of perspectives from political science and history. These perspectives offer theoretical guidance and direction to textbook studies and can link textbook narratives to wider social processes.
The first perspective sees nationalist historiography as a phenomenon that is characteristic of an ethnic illiberalism. According to Hans Kohn, the founder of this school of thought, ethnic nationalism looked to the past as a source of inspiration, seeing the nation as an eternal, natural and cultural entity defined by common historical experience, culture and descent. He contrasted this with a civic liberal nationalism which "arose in an effort to build a nation in the political reality and the struggles of the present without too much sentimental regard for the past". 8 Kohn related the kind of nationalism to class structure: in societies with a strong bourgeoisie (America, Britain, France, the Netherlands and Switzerland) civic nationalism predominated, in traditional agrarian societies (Central and Eastern Europe) ethnic nationalism prevailed. 9 It must be noted here that Kohn developed his theory in the inter-war years, a period when authoritarian intolerant nationalisms triumphed in most parts of Europe. Nonetheless
Kohn"s theory can hardly be called outdated as it remained an influential theory in the post war years, inspiring many scholars, journalists and policy makers and fuelling a heated academic debate that continues to the present day. 10 Although many of his followers interpreted his framework as a crude civic-West/ethnic-East divide, 11 Kohn himself also considered the periphery of Western Europe to be affected by ethnic nationalism, and Ireland in particular. 12 At this point the question must be posed: how will a nation and the image of itself develop once ethnonationalism has taken root? Are ethnic nations doomed to stay ethnic and illiberal forever? As neither Kohn nor his followers satisfactorily addressed this question, I have no option but to interpret Kohn"s framework as a static perspective, a theory that assumes geography to have a lasting impression on the self-image of a nation. In relation to the current study, I infer the following prediction from it: in both Ireland Of course, a two case comparison only allows for a partial testing of the predictions of these models. Many more cases as well as different policy fields would have to be included in the analysis to arrive at a complete evaluation. Yet, the comparison can provide us with some preliminary insights.
Method of analysis and selection of textbooks
For the current study it is crucial to establish what constitutes a nationalist bias and what constitutes a moderate approach in narratives of the famines. This study will use the consensus among historians on a particular topic as a benchmark. Accounts that significantly depart from this consensus in the selection and interpretation of events in favour of the titular group and at the expense of the out-group will be considered nationalist. Accounts that are in line with the consensus will be taken as moderate, neutral or even-handed. A problem that arises here is that the Ukrainian Famine, in contrast to the Irish one, is still a hotly discussed topic among historians. This is not surprising given that Ukrainian historians have only very recently (since 1991) been able to access sources and study the subject seriously. Yet on some crucial issues regarding the Famine a consensus has by and large emerged. Thus historians from various backgrounds (Western, Ukrainian, Ukrainian diaspora) would subscribe to the view that the Famine was not directed specifically at the Ukrainian nation, although they would see it as an instrument targeted at the Ukrainian peasantry in order to crush the latter"s resistance to collectivization. 16 The consensus on these issues will be used as a yardstick to evaluate narratives in Ukrainian textbooks with.
Another methodological issue is the qualitative difference between the Irish and the Ukrainian Famine: whereas the former had natural causes, the latter was an artificial disaster, Ukrainian narratives holding the Soviet regime exclusively responsible do reflect the consensus and therefore do not have a nationalist colouring. Sole responsibility will thus only be used as a criterion in the Irish case. In similar vein, a failure to mention that the Famine also occurred elsewhere will be interpreted as a bias in the Ukrainian case but not in the Irish case. 17 However, apart from these differences there are a number of common criteria that apply in both cases. For this study I use the following to assess the degree of nationalist bias:
1. 20 However, the number of pupils having studied from Irish-language textbooks is not likely to have been large. From the inception of the Irish Free State, Irish fought an uphill battle against English, which continued to be the language of public life and remained the native language of the vast majority of the population. Even in the early post-war years when the state-endorsed Gaelicisation campaign was at its peak, still only about a quarter of all secondary schools taught exclusively in Irish. 21 Under these conditions the impact of Irishlanguage textbooks is likely to have been minimal, which is the primary reason for not including them in the analysis.
The selection of Ukrainian textbooks was more straightforward as the Ukrainian
Ministry of Education to this day closely oversees the textbook writing, production and dissemination process (see below). As lists of officially recommended textbooks could be used, the selection of Ukrainian textbooks (pidruchnyky) for the current study is complete. Macneill"s key priorities alongside equal opportunities. 24 Championed by the Gaelic League in the decades prior to independence, Gaelicisation was seen as a prerequisite for the conservation and development of a distinct Irish national identity. 25 It had to "redress the balance and to make compensation" for the neglect of Irish culture under the previous administration. 26 Although the Gaelicisation campaign centred on the issue of the Irish language as school subject and language of instruction, Irish history did not escape the attention of the educational authorities. History was made a compulsory subject for primary and secondary schools and by 1924 the government had prepared national history curricula that guided pupils to the Intermediate and Leaving Certificate (central exams for secondary education). 27 Central to the history course was Irish national history, which assumed a distinct nationalist flavour. 28 In the words of writer John Broderick:
The idea of history that we got was that we had been oppressed by our neighbours, the British, for seven hundred years; that the Catholic religion in particular had been suppressed and was persecuted; that there had been a great revival in the nineteenth century with Catholic Emancipation through Daniel O"Connell, and that Catholicism thrived under that, but that coming into the twentieth century we were being Englified and that was why 1916 came about; this had to be broken, the Irish people had to be shown what their heritage was. In a capsule this was the history of Ireland. 29 Educational officials instructed teachers to underline the continuity of the Irish separatist idea and highlight the ideals and deeds of national heroes and revolutionaries. 30 Contrary to what one might expect of a state giving high priority to nationalist history teaching, the Irish state did not intervene in the textbook writing, vetting and adoption process. Initially there was pressure on the Department of Education to establish a list of approved books, but the government did not yield to this pressure, as it feared the reaction of the commercial publishers. 31 Textbook production was thus left completely to publishers, academics and history teachers. However, the lack of state involvement did not mean that textbooks presented accounts of history that were at odds with official views. To the contrary, according to Foster, the first generation of textbooks dutifully "memorialized" the institutionalized view of history, a generation moreover that would continue to be used for the next forty years. 32 Comparing these books on their representation of the Irish Famine it can first of all be noted that all five are highly critical of the response of the British government to the failure of the 1845 potato crop. The common tenor is that the government acted much too late with measures that were not effective initially. For this reason, the Educational History calls the story of the famine a story of "hunger, disease and criminal mismanagement" (italics mine).
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The books are also unanimous in accusing British trade policy, which permitted an unrestrained outflow of grains and meat for export but imposed heavy duties on imported corn, of having seriously aggravated the famine. Carty is particularly condemning:
Before the Famine the British Government had been warned that the Irish people lived on the verge of starvation. They gave little heed to these warnings. In the first year of the Famine very little was done to relieve distress. Although the potato failed, there was abundance of food in the country (…). But this food was sent out of Ireland while the people starved. All creeds and parties, Catholics and Protestants, Repealers and Unionists, advised the Government to close the ports, at least for a time. This was not done (…). It was not until the Famine had been raging for nearly two years that effective measures were taken to save the people. 34 Moreover, both Carty and Gwynn argue that immediate action would have been taken if
Ireland had had a government of its own. The latter adds that "no English Government would have dealt so with famine in England", implying that the British government simply cared less about Ireland than England. Yet, the book also concedes "no native government could have prevented famine from following a loss of the potato crop". 35 Another noteworthy detail is the identification of the British government as "the other": both Gwynn and Hayden and Moonan refer to it as the "English" government led by the "English" prime minister Lord John Russell. 36 These accounts, however, are offset by other narratives which dispel the impression that the five books present a one-sided nationalist account of the famine. Many extracts in the books, for instance, contradict a clear cut view that sees relations between English and Irish as purely antagonistic, with a "hostile other" -"England", the British government and the landlords -inflicting harm upon an "innocent us" -the Catholic Irish peasants. First, the books mention the substantial aid funds collected by private organisations in England, America and other countries once news of the disaster had poured in, although these charity efforts, so the books argue, were just a drop in the ocean and could not prevent the catastrophe from occurring. Second, the initial inaction of the British government is interpreted as irresponsible negligence driven by a faulty liberal ideology and an insufficient knowledge of the Irish context rather than as a malicious policy of seeing as many Catholic Irish perish or emigrate as possible. Gwynn for instance points out that British politicians were deeply convinced of the correctness of a laissez faire approach and "counted it a crime for Government to do anything which could be done by private enterprise and private people". 37 Or as Casserley puts it: "The government was sympathetic, but is was not Irish; it knew little about Ireland, and understood nothing about the circumstances of the case". 38 The Irish emigrants who, during the famine years, left their native land for America, carried to their new homes a bitter hatred of England, to whose prejudices, injustices, and, perhaps, deliberate malice and treachery, they ascribed their sufferings. 40 Most significantly, however, the books do not depict the landowning class consistently as the hostile Protestant English other. They could have easily done so given the fact that the overwhelming majority of the landlords were descendents of English Protestants who had Moreover, none of the books highlight internal differences within the ethnic Irish community, suggesting that all Irish were hit by the famine equally and that none profited from it. On the other hand, the landlords are not given an explicit ethnic label, nor are they unilaterally dismissed as ruthless exploiters of the tenants. Thus the narrative of the Famine presented by the first generation of textbooks does have a moderate nationalist colouring, but it never develops into a rancorous jingoism, as it neither accuses the "opponent" of being ill-willed nor exploits all the available historical material to depict social relations in ethnic terms.
Educational reform and the second generation of textbooks
The end of the 1960s witnessed a major change in history education as a new generation of textbooks appeared which incorporated the tenets of a critical academic historiography.
Developing since the 1940s, this "revisionist" historiography exposed various popular accounts of key historical events as nationalist myths and endorsed the view that Irish history should be seen as "a complex and ambivalent process rather than a morality tale". 42 Educational reform also had a profound effect on history education and textbooks. A study group set up by the Department of Education on the teaching of history in schools issued a report which marked a turning point in Irish education. The report highlighted the need for new textbooks "attractively produced and illustrated, and free from the chauvinism and the selective treatment that had disfigured school histories from the establishment of the Irish Free State". 44 More generally, the reforms heralded a sharp increase of state and parental involvement in education at the expense of the hitherto almighty Catholic Church.
The church itself changed as well, moving from a conservative bastion strictly following the orders from the Vatican to an institution primarily concerned with the spiritual and psychological well-being of its adherents. 45 Hence, Ireland was far from immune to the social processes and movements that would so profoundly change the character of Western societies from the end of the 1960s onwards.
The new history textbooks of the late 1960s and early 1970s all echo the changes called for by the report. They differ from the older textbooks in a number of ways. The most notable difference concerns the initial response of the British government. In contrast to their predecessors, the new books state that the British government, headed by prime minister Sir
Robert Peel in 1845, did take immediate action after the outbreak of the disease: "Peel"s relief measures (…) were prompt, skilful, and on the whole successful". 46 Yet, a new Whig government, the books argue, exchanged the interventionist course for a hands-off policy, in line with the prevailing laissez faire ideology. The state refrained from the purchase and distribution of food, leaving these activities entirely to private enterprise and charity. It would only engage in public works, which were intended to give the poor and hungry an opportunity to work for the state and earn a modest salary. This new policy, the books explain, allowed matters to grow from bad to worse so that in the end the government "admitted defeat" by abandoning public works and extending direct relief. 47 Thus, much more so than their precursors, the books draw attention to the political processes operating in the imperial centre and try to make it understandable why the British government, the main "other" from an Irish perspective, pursued the policies it did.
The second difference relates to the apportionment of blame for the Famine. Three of the four books explicitly state that it would not do justice to history to assign the sole responsibility for the disaster to the British government and the landlords, or worse to accuse them of deliberately creating the Famine to starve the Irish. Thus Tierney and MacCurtain write:
Those who sailed from Ireland brought with them a bitter hatred of England and the injustices of Irish landlords. They blamed the English government for the famine, even suggesting that the famine had been engineered by the government to reduce the population. They also maintained that there was sufficient food in the country to keep the Irish alive, but that it was exported by the heartless landlord and ruling classes. (…) It is true that there was food in
Ireland during the famine, but whether it could have been used to save the situation as a whole is doubtful. Certainly there were very few mills in the country to process the grain, and fewer ovens in which to bake bread. The famine was caused by the almost total reliance on the potato. The blight was a natural one, and was not introduced into the country by the English. 48 Pursuing this argument, the new books contend that the famine was not caused by a single factor but by many. Contrary to the old books, they highlight the role of domestic circumstances. Thus, the habit of early marriage, the creation of large families, the subdivision of holdings into ever smaller patches of land and the lack of opportunities outside agriculture are all seen as having contributed to a growing population pressure on the land and to an excessive reliance on the potato as the primary food crop, thus preparing the way for the devastating impact of the potato blight in 1845 and the years thereafter. Perhaps because of the importance they attach to other than political factors, the books recoil from claiming that the famine would not have occurred if Ireland had had its own government.
In another and related contrast to their forerunners, the new books devote much more attention to the social, economic and cultural characteristics of Irish society during the famine, enabling the student to have a more inside look at the events of the time. Collins, for instance, zooms in on the public works and notes that the pay for the labourers was insufficient to feed a family and was often delayed for several weeks. Similarly, Neill provides an extensive narrative on the workhouses. Not only does he inform the reader about the dire conditions in the overcrowded workhouses (no heating, poor food, diseases), he also writes that the landlords and major farmers paid for their construction and operation, a fact not mentioned by the older textbooks. All seven new books, moreover, support their close examinations of Irish society with illustrations, excerpts from primary sources, tables, graphs and maps. Neill, for instance, uses a map on the intensity of the population decline after the famine to show how the disaster affected some regions much more than others. 49 In addition, three of the books end their section on the famine with exercises asking students to reflect on several primary sources and to imagine themselves as mid-nineteenth century emigrants writing a letter to one"s relations back home.
Clearly, therefore, the new books present a more balanced account of the Famine than their predecessors. Their main objectives seem to be to provide a sociological insight into the causes of the Famine and to stimulate student creativity rather than to inculcate a nationalist anti-English outlook and encourage the rote-learning of taken for granted knowledge. This is not to say that the books are not critical of the British government or the landlords. Tierney and MacCurtain for instance note about the latter:
Very few landlords considered it their duty to invest any money in improving the soil or encouraging their tenants to work their holdings in an enlightened way. The Irish landlords took their standards of living from their far richer English brethren and were for the most part living in debt. This led them to exact the last possible penny from their unfortunate tenants. showing contrasting conditions in England and Ireland. 53 Thus the youngest generation of textbooks is even more inspired by pupil-centred learning.
The famine in Ukrainian history textbooks
In Ukraine national renaissance was advocated by Rukh, a popular movement that united the fragmented opposition against the communist party in the late 1980s. As in Ireland, this national revival movement rose to prominence when the country was still part of the larger empire. In Ukraine, however, the initial phase of the national movement to independence was much shorter than in Ireland because Gorbachov"s Glasnost and Perestroika, which had Nonetheless, undisturbed by the limited appeal of Rukh in the more populous and urbanized Russian-speaking South and East of Ukraine, Leonid Kravchuk, the first president of the new republic, appointed many Rukh members to his government. Once in office these national activists energetically set about establishing and implementing a Ukrainian "affirmative action" programme designed to undo Russification and make Ukrainian the sole language used in public domains. Although, as in Ireland, the emphasis was on language, national history followed closely in the hierarchy of priorities. In contrast to its Irish counterpart, the Ukrainian Ministry of Education assumed not only control over history curricula and examinations but also over the textbook production and adoption process and has continued to do so until the present. In cooperation with the National Academy of Sciences, the Academy of Pedagogical Sciences and private publishers and foundations, it organizes annual competitions for new textbooks. A jury composed of scholars and experts evaluates the books on readability, overall quality and correspondence to the curriculum plan.
The books passing the competition are subsequently tried and tested in several school districts. Only after a successful probation period in schools will the books receive an approval of the Ministry of Education and will they be included on the list of officially recommended textbooks. 55 Schools are obliged to use the standard recommended textbooks but are free to use any kind of additional materials.
The Ministry split history education in schools up into two subjects -History of Ukraine and World History. The institution of a separate course on national history is indicative of the importance assigned to the subject in promoting national identity. This is also underlined by statements in the curriculum plans for national history. The 1996 plan, for instance, asserts that one of the course"s objectives is to "educate pupils in a patriotic spirit so that they cultivate a love for their nation". 56 The curriculum for History of Ukraine acquaints pupils with the Famine on two occasions in their school career, in the fifth grade when a bird"s eye view of national history is presented and in the tenth grade when the history of the first half of the twentieth century is discussed. Given the direct political causes of the Ukrainian Famine one would expect the first post-independence textbook for the fifth grade to display a particularly one-sided and condemning account, but that is not quite the case. Thus it states:
The harvest of 1932 was not any less successful than those of the previous years. Hence there was no reason for the Famine. Stalin however wanted to accelerate industrialisation -build more factories and build them quicker. He needed a lot of money for that. Therefore it was decided to increase the sale of corn abroad and to get the corn from Ukrainian peasants at any price. At the same time Stalin expected that he could put the Ukrainian peasants, who had shown more resistance to collectivization than for instance the Russian peasantry, under heavy pressure with this measure. However, as the peasants made up a substantial part of the Ukrainian population, the Famine basically meant the starvation of the Ukrainian nation. 57 True, on the one hand the book contends that Stalin specifically attacked the Ukrainian peasantry with the Famine. One could argue that this constitutes a nationalist distortion as the Famine also claimed many victims in areas outside Ukraine, notably in the lower Volga and Kuban regions. 58 On the other hand the book does not argue that the Ukrainian nation was deliberately attacked by the Soviet regime. In fact, the book gives a meaningful explanation for the exceptional vigour of the collectivization campaign in Ukraine: the Ukrainian peasantry resisted collectivization more than the Russian peasantry. In addition it states that the policy of food confiscations was primarily motivated by Stalin"s desire to industrialize the country. These excerpts attenuate the impression that the Soviet regime was particularly hostile to the Ukrainians.
In 1994 two parallel textbooks for the tenth grade appeared, followed a year later by
Russian translations for the (steadily decreasing number of) Russian schools in Ukraine. The first of these books, Istoria Ukrainy by Kul"chytskyi et al, was still a trial version, the Ukrainian edition of which numbered 500.000 copies and the Russian one 300.000 copies.
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The second book, Noveishaia Istoriia Ukrainy by Turchenko was a genuine textbook of which more than one million copies were printed. 60 This book, which closely followed the curriculum, came to be the standard textbook used in schools. 61 A comparison of the two books reveals that, despite presenting the same facts about the famine period, the latter presents a more radical interpretation of events than the former. This is first of reflected in the terminology. Turchenko"s text is littered with words carrying strong negative value judgements, all of which are used to characterize Stalin"s regime. We read, for example, about the "cruel crimes" of Stalinism, about "cruel aggressors", the "monstrous" scale of the Famine in Ukraine, victims of the "genocide" of 1932-33, and about a totalitarian regime "terrorizing" the countryside. 62 Kul"chytskyi et al are equally condemning of Stalin"s regime but refrain from using emotionally charged terms.
A second difference concerns the identification of the victims. Whereas Kul"chytskyi et al argue that the collectivisation campaign and the confiscations of food were solely aimed at the peasants -"In reality however these activities were consciously geared towards the slow physical annihilation of peasant families" -, 63 Turchenko tends to extend victimhood to the whole Ukrainian nation. Thus he opens his account of the Famine with the following statement: "One of the most cruel crimes committed by Stalinism against the Ukrainian nation was the Famine of 1932-1933". 64 In the concluding paragraph he writes:
The 
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These extracts leave the impression that the rest of the Ukrainian nation was as much assailed by the Soviet authorities as the peasants resisting collecivization. Although Turchenko acknowledges that regions with an intensive agriculture outside Ukraine, such as the North Caucasus, the Kuban, the lower Volga and North Kazakhstan, also suffered greatly from the Famine, he claims that it assumed "the most monstrous proportions" in Ukraine. 66 In fact, the radical tone of Turchenko"s book extends to other topics. Thus its account of the World War II offended many left wing deputies in the Ukrainian parliament, who felt that the book"s portrayal of Ukraine as a neutral victim of both warring parties in World War II, as suffering from both Nazi terror and the re-institution of the "Stalinist totalitarian regime", was a serious misrepresentation of reality. given that the textbook review and selection process is mostly done by peers (academics and teachers) and not by civil servants of the Department of Education.
The finding that the Ukrainian textbook narratives are in fact quite varied is of great significance. It indicates that a monolithic politicised historiography is not automatically replaced by an equally intolerant nationalist discourse in young states emerging from a period of authoritarian rule, contrary to the expectation of leading theories. This conclusion is still tentative however as many other topics and other countries need to be drawn into the comparison to arrive at a more finite judgement. In this regard it is interesting to briefly review textbook issues in other post-Soviet states to assess whether Ukraine is the exception confirming the rule or whether other post-Soviet states also show a diversity of textbook narratives.
To begin with Kazakhstan, Kissane has described how the post-Soviet government has seized on history education to promote a de-Sovietized Kazakh ethno-national identity.
After independence it instituted a separate national history course for which it ordered new textbooks to be written. These textbooks paint Russian-Kazakh relations in antagonistic terms: Russia is depicted as a hostile neighbour that violently incorporated Kazakhstan in the nineteenth century to exploit it as a colony. However, the new programme for the course of World History, issued in 2000, counter-balances the ethno-nationalism of these textbooks by adopting a multi-ethnic approach that sees Russian-Kazakh relations in a more positive light.
Nonetheless, as of 1999, schools were no longer permitted to use textbooks for World History published outside of Kazakhstan, which sharply reduced options for teachers to acquaint themselves and their pupils with different perspectives. 78 In Russia history education is no longer as monolithic as it used to be either. and its textbooks for having a pro-Romanian bias that excludes the country"s minorities.
However, at the grassroots level ethnic Romanian teachers and parents rejected the new course, which they saw as a shrewd and covert manoeuvre of the government to re-Sovietise and de-nationalise the Romanian Moldovans. 80 These examples show that a diversity of historical interpretations is not just confined to Ukraine among the post-Soviet states. However, it is doubtful whether this diversity also reflects a conviction that diverging historical views are part of a democratic society and therefore deserve respect. Judging from the eruptions of anger following textbook reform and from the attempts at both central and local levels to censor unwanted interpretations, the emerging pluralism of historical thought may well be fledgling and temporary. It remains to be seen, for instance, whether the current Russian government, which has declared patriotic education a key priority, 81 is as committed to a diversity of opinions as the government of the mid 1990s was when Maier carried out his study. Moreover, Ukraine and the three countries 
